A growing body of empirical evidence now supports a negative association between dark traits in leaders and the psychological health of employees. To date, such investigations have mostly focused on psychopathy, nonspecific measures of psychological wellbeing, and have not considered the mechanisms through which these relationships might operate. In the current study (N ϭ 508), we utilized other-ratings of personality (employees rated leaders' personality), psychometrically robust measures, and sophisticated modeling techniques, to examine whether the effects of leaders' levels of narcissism and psychopathy on employee depression are mediated by workplace bullying. Structural equation models provided clear evidence to suggest that employee perceptions of both leader narcissism and psychopathy are associated with increased workplace bullying (25.8% and 41.0% variance explained, respectively) and that workplace bullying fully mediates the effect of leader narcissism and psychopathy on employee depression (21.5% and 20.8% variance explained, respectively). However, when psychopathy and narcissism were modeled concurrently, narcissism did not explain any variance in bullying, suggesting that it is the overlap between psychopathy and narcissism, namely, the "dark core," which primarily accounts for the observed effects. We examined this assertion empirically and explored the unique effects of the subfactors of psychopathy.
Depression is a common mental health disorder, classified by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (5th ed.; American Psychiatric Association, 2013) as the presence of an ongoing depressed mood combined with cognitive and somatic changes that significantly interfere with typical daily functioning. The individual costs of depression are well documented (Gotlib & Hammen, 2009) , and recent estimates suggest that lost productivity resulting from depression and anxiety disorders costs the global economy approximately $925 billion annually (Chisholm et al., 2016) .
The etiology of depression is complex, and research has identified numerous "triggers" (Gotlib & Hammen, 2009) , with workplace characteristics, particularly poor relationships with one's manager or leader, being commonly cited (Stansfeld & Candy, 2006) . Specifically, recent meta-analytic evidence confirms that destructive leadership, characterized by aggressive, authoritarian, and manipulative behaviors, has a strong negative effect on employees' psychological wellbeing (Montano, Reeske, Franke, & Hüffmeier, 2017) . One of the most destructive behaviors within the workplace is bullying, defined as, "repeated and persistent negative actions towards one or more individual(s), which involves a power imbalance and creates a hostile environment" (Salin, 2003 (Salin, , p. 1214 . The majority of workplace bullying (up to 75%) is perpetrated by leaders (Hoel, Cooper, & Faragher, 2001 ) and the effects on employees' mental health can be substantial, with longitudinal studies confirming that decreased mental health follows from experiencing and/or witnessing workplace bullying (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012) .
A growing body of theoretical and empirical research suggests that "dark" personality traits are important antecedents of destructive leadership behavior (e.g., Krasikova, Green & LeBreton. 2013; O'Boyle, Forsyth, Banks, & McDaniel, 2012; Spain, Harms, & LeBreton, 2014) . Building on such research, we conducted an exploratory study positioning employee perceptions of leader dark traits as distal predictors of employee depression, mediated by workplace bullying. Previous research in this area has typically failed to consider the mechanisms through which leader dark traits influence employee wellbeing (Antonakis, Day, & Schyns, 2012; Krasikova et at., 2013) . Without an understanding of these mechanisms, it is difficult to develop robust theoretical models or design effective interventions.
Dark Traits
The most common conceptualization of dark traits is the Dark Triad, comprising three correlated traits, namely, psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) . However, due to recent evidence suggesting that current measures of Machiavellianism deviate from theoretical descriptions of the construct, and are empirically indistinguishable from measures of psychopathy (e.g., Miller, Hyatt, Maples-Keller, Carter, & Lynam, 2016) , we focused exclusively on psychopathy and narcissism.
Both psychopathy and narcissism originate from clinical personality disorders. However, research within organizations has predominantly focused on the subclinical level of these traits. Narcissism is typified by feelings of entitlement, grandiosity, and self-love (Campbell, Hoffman, Campbell, & Marchisio, 2011) . Numerous models of psychopathy, positing different numbers of core characteristics, have been proposed within the literature (e.g., Cooke & Michie, 2001; Lilienfeld & Andrews, 1996; Lynam et al., 2011) . However, a substantial body of theoretical and empirical evidence (e.g., Neumann, Hare, & Newman, 2007) now supports Hare's four-factor model (Hare & Neumann, 2005) of Interpersonal relationships (i.e., manipulativeness); Affective functioning (i.e., callousness, lack of empathy); Lifestyle (i.e., impulsivity and seeking of immediate gratification); and Antisocial tendencies (i.e., poor behavioral control, criminality).
Although psychopathy and narcissism are distinct, they do overlap substantially (cf. O'Boyle et al., 2012) , being connected through the traits subsumed by the general personality domain of antagonism or low agreeableness (e.g., noncompliance, callousness, deceitfulness ; Miller, Lynam, Hyatt, & Campbell, 2017; Kotov et al., 2017) . However, they each have unique components, with psychopathy characterized by disinhibition and impulsivity (or low conscientiousness) and narcissism characterized by sociality and attention seeking (or high extraversion). Recently, Jones and Figueredo (2013) found that the constructs of manipulativeness and callousness accounted for almost all of the overlap between a number of dark traits, thus representing something of a "dark core" suggesting that it might be the root cause of the antagonism associated with dark traits (see also, Figueredo, Gladden, Sisco, Patch, & Jones, 2015) .
Leader Psychopathy, Leader Narcissism, and Workplace Bullying
In addition to a common core of callousness and manipulativeness, leaders high in psychopathy and narcissism also share a sense of entitlement and the belief that they are superior to others (Gustafson & Ritzer, 1995) . At work, they often brag, behave rudely, act aggressively, and have a tendency to exploit others. As a result, they fail to maintain healthy relationships, develop reputations as bullies, and thus tend to make very poor leaders (O'Boyle et al., 2012; Spain et al., 2014) who are detrimental to their followers' wellbeing and career success (Volmer, Koch, & Göritz, 2016) . Although both psychopathy and narcissism are likely to lead to bullying behavior, there is evidence to suggest that the motives for such behavior are somewhat distinct (Baughman, Dearing, Giammarco, & Vernon, 2012) .
Individuals high in narcissism believe they are superior to others and have a grandiose self-concept. So important is this inflated sense of self that narcissists will do whatever is necessary to maintain it (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001) . At work, this can manifest in exaggerations of personal achievements, criticism of others, and a tendency to take credit for others' work (cf. Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001 )-the latter two being examples of indirect bullying behavior. As a result, those high in narcissism have difficulty maintaining healthy relationships, which is particularly problematic given their need for social approval and praise (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001) . Indeed, those high in narcissism are hypersensitive to criticism (McCullough, Emmons, Kilpatrick, & Mooney, 2003) and often respond aggressively to defend their ego, meaning they are most likely to bully in order to establish and maintain their inflated self-concept (Bushman et al., 2009) .
In contrast, those high in psychopathy have less fragile egos and thus are less likely to aggress in response to criticism (Hare, 1999) . However, these individuals are more malicious by nature, often gaining satisfaction from humiliating (Clarke, 2005) and harming others (cf., O'Boyle et al., 2012) . Those high in psychopathy are also impulsive, which, when combined with their disregard for the rights of others, leads them to violate social conventions (Hare & Neumann, 2008) . Unsurprisingly then, previous researchers have hypothesized that psychopathy would be the dark trait most closely related to aggressive workplace behaviors (O'Boyle et al., 2012) . Indeed, in comparison to other dark traits, psychopathy is the strongest predictor of adult bullying (Baughman et al., 2012) and when those high in psychopathy do bully, their reduced empathic concern renders it particularly destructive (Babiak & Hare, 2006) .
Few studies have examined dark traits and workplace bullying, but a recent meta-analysis examining counterproductive work behavior (CWB; some measures of which assess bullying behaviors) in employees, is informative (O'Boyle et al., 2012) . In sum, the findings demonstrated that both narcissism and psychopathy were associated with greater CWB, but that when considered concurrently (and alongside Machiavellianism) narcissism was the stronger predictor, with psychopathy actually having a negative relationship with CWB. Contrary to theoretical rationale, these results suggest that narcissism is important but that psychopathy is not. However, O'Boyle et al. (2012) note that these results are more likely a product of high intercorrelations between the dark traits. Indeed, as noted earlier, recent research suggests that psychopathy and Machiavellianism measures are synonymous; thus, including them within the same predictive equation will produce spurious results . This, combined with measurement and design issues within the primary studies analyzed, limit the interpretability of O'Boyle et al.'s (2012) results. In the current study, we address, to some degree, four of the six major limitations raised by O'Boyle et al. (2012) . Specifically, we bypass the use of self-report measures-especially problematic with dark traits (Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013; Spain et al., 2014) -by utilizing other-ratings (employees rated their leader) of personality, which provide superior prediction of workplace behavior (Hughes & Batey, 2017) . In addition, we assess both psychopathy and narcisThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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sism concurrently, examine the effects of dark traits as they extend beyond the target individual, and assess the four subfactors of Hare's psychopathy model. The assessment of these subfactorsincluding measures of Jones and Figueredo's (2013) "dark core" (i.e., callousness and manipulativeness) -allows for exploratory analyses regarding the extent to which any relationship between the dark traits, workplace bullying, and employee depression are due to either the core or the unique elements of narcissism and psychopathy.
Summary
In sum, this study explores whether the effects of leader narcissism and psychopathy on employee depression are mediated by workplace bullying. In doing so, this research addresses calls to examine leader dark traits (Judge, Piccolo, & Kosalka, 2009) , to examine multiple dark traits concurrently to determine their unique effects (O'Boyle et al., 2012; Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013) , and calls to assess process models of leadership, where traits are considered distal predictors mediated by leader behaviors (Antonakis et al., 2012; Krasikova et al., 2013) . A diagrammatic representation of the main model explored within this study is presented in Figure 1 .
Method Sample
A U.S. sample of 508 full-time employees was recruited through Qualtrics. Participants were contacted individually, not via their work organizations. Instructions emphasized that the questionnaire was anonymous and confidential, and no identifying information was collected. Participants were randomly selected from a sampling frame of 1 million U.S. adults. The sample provided a relatively close match to that of the American Community Survey, 2015 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015) in terms of age and gender (see Table 1 ). However, with respect to ethnicity, Whites were overrepresented and Hispanics underrepresented, whereas those with at least bachelor's-level education were overrepresented (see Table  1 ). A wide variety of occupational groups were represented within the sample, with corporate managers (8.9%), health professionals (8.9%), and customer service employees (7.9%) the most prevalent. This study received ethical clearance from Alliance Manchester Business School, The University of Manchester (Application 9563827).
Measures
Participants rated their leaders' levels of psychopathy and narcissism, and provided self-ratings for workplace bullying and depression. All the measures used have been shown to possess adequate internal consistency (␣ ϭ .84 -.90) and reliable factor structures. We devised a novel measure of psychopathy because, other than one commercial measure (the B-Scan; Babiak, & Hare, 2012) , there are no research measures of subclinical psychopathy suitable for other ratings which correspond with Hare's four-factor model (see the online supplementary materials for further discussion). We provide details of a validation study of this psychopathy measure and, because it is not the most extensively used measure, the DAPP-BQ measure of narcissism (see the online supplementary materials).
Leader psychopathy. We measured this as a second-order construct, operationalized by the four factors considered to char- This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
acterize it (Hare & Neumann, 2005) . Given that we were effectively creating a new research instrument, we set ourselves the goal of creating as short an instrument as possible that accurately assessed the construct. Based on correspondence of construct definitions, existing measures of manipulativeness, callousness, impetuousness, and conduct problems were chosen to represent Interpersonal Relationships, Affective functioning, Lifestyle and Antisocial tendencies respectively (Neumann et al., 2007) . Manipulativeness and Callousness were each measured using four items from the corresponding CAT-PD Scales (Simms et al., 2011) . For Impetuousness, we used Hughes's (2014) 7-item measure. Hughes (2014) conducted a systematic review and empirical analysis of impulsivity-related traits and concluded that there are six distinct elements. Of these, impetuousness, the tendency to act in a rash and reckless manner, corresponds most closely to the impulsive component of psychopathy (Hughes, 2014) . Conduct Problems was measured with five items chosen at random from the 16-item DAPP-BQ Conduct Problems Scale (Livesley & Jackson, 2009) . We used the minimum number of items possible (to ensure brevity), while retaining a spread of construct representative items (to ensure accurate measurement). We justify the shortening of these scales, since Bollen and Lennox (1991) have shown that equally reliable effect indicators of a unidimensional construct are effectively interchangeable. Further, evidence from our supplementary validation study demonstrated that the shortened scales correlated substantially (rs ϭ .97-.98) with their respective full scales, thus providing convergent validity evidence (see the online supplementary materials). The overall measure of psychopathy generated by this novel and theoretically driven assessment was supported by strong convergent validity evidence. Specifically, with the exception of callousness (which as we discuss in the online supplementary materials, indicates problems with the LSRP callousness scale), the subfactors (rs ϭ .81-.84) and general factor (r ϭ .88) correlate strongly with the equivalent factors derived from the Levenson Psychopathy Scale (Levenson, Kiehl, & Fitzpatrick, 1995) . The psychopathy measure used here also demonstrated greater incremental concurrent predictive validity when compared against the Levenson Psychopathy Scale (see Table S2 in the online supplementary materials). Leader narcissism. We assessed this via the 16-item DAPP-BQ Narcissism scale (Livesley & Jackson, 2009 ). This scale is a reliable measure of narcissism and demonstrates strong convergent validity evidence, correlating with the Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire (NARQ; Back et al., 2013) at .83 (see Table S2 in the online supplementary materials).
For the psychopathy and narcissism items to be suitable for other ratings, minor rewording was required. For example, "I am indifferent to the feelings of others" became "My manager is indifferent to the feelings of others" The response format used a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (Very untrue of my manger) to 5 (Very true of my manager).
Workplace bullying. This was measured using the 22-item Negative Acts Questionnaire-Revised (NAQ-R; Einarsen & Hoel, 2001) , which assesses the frequency of workplace bullying across three domains: person-related bullying, work-related bullying, and physical intimidation. An overall factor of workplace bullying provides close fit to the data (Einarsen, Hoel, & Notelaers, 2009 ) and all three subfactors are highly correlated (rs ϭ .83-.96). Thus, we modeled the NAQ-R as an essentially unidimensional scale (Strout, 1990) . The NAQ-R uses a 5-point response scale, ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Daily). In the workplace, both targets and witnesses of bullying have been shown to experience increased mental stress (Loerbroks et al., 2015) . Therefore, respondents were instructed to take account of instances in which they witnessed their colleagues being bullied as well as personal experiences.
Depression. We measured depression with the 21-item Beck Depression Inventory (BDI-I; Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, & Erbaugh, 1961) , which is among the most widely used self-report measures of depression and has high internal consistency, and demonstrates adequate convergent and discriminant validity evidence (Beck, Steer, & Garbin, 1988) .
Analysis Strategy
All analyses were performed in Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998 . First, all scales were subject to an item-level confirmatory factor analysis to test for unidimensionality. We then followed standard practice of first estimating a complete measurement model, followed by structural model testing (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) . The weighted least squares means and variances adjusted (WLSMV) estimator was used in all analyses, as it is suitable for ordinal-level data, and is also robust to violations of multivariate normality (Flora & Curran, 2004) .
Model Fit
We considered good model fit to be indicated by values within the range of Յ .06 -.08 for the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and Ն .90 -.95 for the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and comparative fit index (CFI; Hu & Bentler, 1998 , 1999 Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Muller, 2003) .
Results

Dimensionality
The fit statistics for single-factor models of callousness, manipulativeness, conduct problems, impetuousness, psychopathy (a second-order factor), narcissism, workplace bullying, and depression are shown in Table 2 . For all models, the CFI and TLI indicate close fit, however for the personality measures, the RMSEA is outside the acceptable range. The RMSEA tends to overreject models when factor loadings are large (McNeish, An, & Hancock, 2017) or when models run using WLSMV have a small number of indicators (Kenny & McCoach, 2003) , both of which apply here. In consequence, it is likely that the apparent misfit according to the RMSEA is specious.
Measurement Model
We then estimated a complete measurement model comprised of psychopathy, narcissism, bullying, and depression, which provided close fit to the data ( 2 (2,992) ϭ 4881.1, p Ͻ .001; CFI ϭ .972; TLI ϭ .971; RMSEA ϭ .035 [.03-.04]). All item loadings were significant at p Ͻ .001, and except for two items (D19 ϭ .47; N4 ϭ .55), loadings ranged from 0.61 to 0.95 and the average variance extracted (AVE) for each factor was greater than 50%. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
The full pattern matrix is summarized in the online supplementary materials (Table S5) and Table 3 presents the factor correlations, reliabilities, and descriptive statistics. Narcissism and psychopathy are highly correlated, as would be expected (Jones & Figueredo, 2013; Kotov et al., 2017) . All reliabilities are substantial, and the pattern of correlations, whereby the Dark Traits are more highly correlated with bullying than depression, and bullying is more highly correlated with depression than are the Dark Traits, is consistent with a mediator model.
Structural Models
Tests of the hypothesized model, namely, that workplace bullying mediates the effects of leader psychopathy and narcissism on employee depression were guided by Iacobucci, Saldanha, and Deng's (2007) recommendations for testing mediation within structural equation models. Specifically, we tested a model specifying both direct and indirect pathways from psychopathy and narcissism to depression (See Figure 1) . For mediation to be supported, both predictor to mediator pathways (psychopathy/ narcissism to bullying) and mediator to outcome pathways (bullying to depression), as well as their product term must be significant. A product term is considered significant when its 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals (CIs) do not include zero (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004) . In this study, we calculated CIs using 5,000 bootstrapped samples (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) . Further, nonsignificant direct effects from predictors to outcomes suggest full mediation, and significant direct effects suggest partial mediation. We, also fitted a number of alternative models, and compared them against the hypothesized models to provide weak tests of the direction of causality proposed. Finally, we tested models designed to investigate the role of the common core of the Dark Triad. We consider the exploratory use of structural equation modeling employed here to be justified given the relative infancy of theoretical work regarding dark traits and workplace bullying.
The hypothesized model (see Figure 2a) .20 -.40] ) were significant, but the direct pathway to depression was nonsignificant (␤ 3 ϭ .11, p ϭ .219). In contrast, the narcissism to bullying pathway (␤ 2 ϭ .002, p ϭ .978), and the indirect effect of narcissism were nonsignificant (␤ 1 ‫ء‬ ␤ 2 ϭ .001 [-.06 -.07] ), but the direct effect from narcissism to depression was significant (␤ 3 ϭ Ϫ.15, p Ͻ .05). We see two possible explanations for the small negative direct effect. First, that this represents a spurious suppression effect caused by the high intercorrelations between the variables (and numerous substantial modification indices associated with narcissism items). Second, it is possible that once the callous/manipulative aspect of narcissistic leadership is accounted for through bullying, leader narcissism has a positive effect. Although this remains to be tested further in other studies, we think the first explanation is most likely (see O'Boyle et al., 2012) . Thus, we interpret the model results as suggesting that the effects of psychopathy on depression are fully mediated by workplace bullying. In total, the model accounted for 41% of the variance in workplace bullying and 21.9% of the variance in employee depression. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
We then fitted a reverse causation model (depression ¡ bullying ¡ psychopathy and narcissism) as a weak test of the proposed direction of causality. The alternative model showed slightly reduced model fit and beta coefficients, and variance explained in workplace bullying was substantially reduced (19.6% vs. 41%) suggesting that it is predominantly leader dark traits rather than employee depression which drive ratings of workplace bullying. Indeed, when we examined both leader traits and employee depression as predictors of workplace bullying, it was leader personality that was the strongest predictor (␤ psychopathy ϭ .55 vs. ␤ depression ϭ .30, p Ͻ .001; ␤ narcissism ϭ .44 vs. ␤ depression ϭ .38, p Ͻ .001). Overall, these results support the hypothesized directionality of effects, as do results from previous longitudinal research (Nielsen & Einarsen, 2012; Volmer et al., 2016) .
It is possible that the null-results relating to narcissism are due to its shared dark core with psychopathy (Jones & Figueredo, 2013 ). Thus, we tested a second model omitting psychopathy and including narcissism as the only predictor variable. In this model ( 2 (1650) ϭ 2896.784, p Ͻ .001; CFI ϭ .972; TLI ϭ .971; RMSEA ϭ .039 [.036 -.041]), the pathway to bullying (␤ 1 ϭ .51, p Ͻ .001) and the indirect effect on depression were significant (␤ 1 ‫ء‬ ␤ 2 ϭ .25 [.16 -.28] ), and the direct effect was nonsignificant (␤ 3 ϭ Ϫ.08, p ϭ .072). The model explained 25.8% of the variance in workplace bullying and 21.5% of the variance in employee depression. Thus, when modeled alone narcissism is a significant predictor but when examined concurrently with psychopathy it becomes nonsignificant. These results are line with suggestions that the negative effects of dark traits are due, in the main, to their shared components (Jones & Figueredo, 2013) . We continue to examine this possibility below.
Subfactor Analysis
An intriguing question pertaining to the model (Figure 2a ) explored above is whether the facets of psychopathy show unique effects on bullying over and above the effect of the general factor of psychopathy. Inspection of the modification indices did not suggest that any such effects would be significant. Nevertheless, we explored four models in which, successively, direct effects from manipulativeness, callousness, impulsivity and conduct prob- Figure 2 . Structural model of (a) the concurrent effects of narcissism and psychopathy on depression, mediated by workplace bullying and (b) the effects of the dark core (of psychopathy and narcissism) on depression mediated by workplace bullying. Standardized weighted least squares means and variances adjusted parameter estimates. The residual variance components (error variances) indicate the amount of unexplained variance. Thus for each latent variable, R 2 ϭ (1 -error variance). ns ϭ non-significant.
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lems to bullying were allowed. The manipulativeness model did not converge and the remaining models showed close fit, but in no case was the effect of the facets on bullying significant. Next, we examined separate models for each of the four factors of psychopathy, as well as Jones and Figueredo's (2013) dark core (specified as a higher-order factor loaded onto callousness and manipulativeness). For all models, we specified bullying as the mediator and depression as the outcome. The results, summarized in Table 4 , demonstrated that each subfactor of psychopathy had a substantial and highly similar effect on workplace bullying. Notably, Jones and Figueredo's dark core (manipulativeness and callousness) was a strong predictor of workplace bullying explaining just 1.2% less than the full psychopathy factor. Taken together these findings suggest that the effects of dark traits upon bullying are accounted for by the dark core, and that the unique variance specific to the facets has relatively little effect. However, that each subfactor of psychopathy has an approximately equal effect on bullying and depression, suggests that a dark core comprised of just manipulativeness and callousness does not account for all of the malevolent behavior associated with leaders perceived to be high in psychopathy.
To examine the role of the common dark core further, we estimated a higher-order factor loaded by psychopathy and narcissism. This model, depicted in Figure 2b , provides a direct test of whether the effect of the dark core on depression is mediated by bullying. The model shows close fit to the data ( 2 (2995) ϭ 4724.7, p Ͻ .001; CFI ϭ .974; TLI ϭ .974, RMSEA ϭ .034 [.032-.036] ). Notably, the higher-order core has substantial loadings on both narcissism (.82) and psychopathy (.97) and predicts bullying to approximately the same degree (␤ 1 ‫ء‬ ␤ 2 ϭ .28 [.22-.34] ) as does the dark core model comprised of callousness and manipulativeness. This supports our conjecture that the null effect of narcissism on bullying in Figure 2a results from a shared common core with psychopathy. The very high loading of this version of the "dark core" upon both psychopathy (which also loads highly and equivalently on its subfactors) and narcissism, and the largely equivalent effects of the psychopathy subfactors noted above, suggests that the "dark core" is made up of more than just callousness and manipulativeness. Rather, the dark core would seem to correspond more closely to a broader factor of antagonism (e.g., Kotov et al., 2017; Miller et al., 2017) . Indeed, a recent integrative review of the traits that make up the "antagonistic externalizing spectrum comprised among others, callousness, deceitfulness, grandiosity, manipulativeness, and antisocial behavior. This characterization (Kotov et al., 2017) , seems highly consistent with the common core between narcissism and psychopathy as measured here.
Discussion
This is the first empirical examination of associations between leader narcissism, leader psychopathy, workplace bullying, and employee depression. The results support the hypothesis that workplace bullying is one mechanism through which leader dark traits influence employee depression. In line with previous research, both leader narcissism and leader psychopathy were found to be destructive (O'Boyle et al., 2012) and detrimental to employees' mental health (Spain et al., 2014) . The finding that psychopathy is the largest predictor of bullying within the workplace is also consistent with and extends previous bullying research (Baughman et al., 2012) . For future theory building and intervention design, it would be of interest to explore whether those high in narcissism and psychopathy bully in different ways or do actually have distinct motives/triggers for their workplace bullying. Further, although the majority of workplace bullying is perpetrated by leaders , it is possible that the dark traits have differential effects on peer-to-peer bullying, which can occur when cultures (influenced heavily by the leader) condone it or when employees "act out" in response to dissatisfaction with their managers . Future research should investigate these mechanisms.
When considered in isolation, leader narcissism predicted workplace bullying, and indirectly predicted employee depression. However, when modeled in conjunction with psychopathy, narcissism accounted for no incremental variance in bullying and had a small negative direct effect on depression. Given that narcissism and psychopathy are distinct, with potentially distinct routes to bullying, this is perhaps surprising. However, we believe that our additional analyses of the dark core (Jones & Figueredo, 2013) explain these results. Simply, it appears to be the commonality between narcissism and psychopathy that explains their relationship with bullying and psychopathy has a larger effect because it is more heavily saturated with this common core. Intriguingly, the data presented here suggested that this common core extends beyond Jones and Figueredo's (2013) core of callousness and manipulativeness. Indeed, the factor models and structural pathways discussed above suggest that the commonality between narcissism and psychopathy consists of a large proportion of all elements of psychopathy and thus appears very close to the general factor of antagonism, previously proposed as the common core between dark traits (Kotov et al., 2017; Miller et al., 2017) .
The small negative direct effect of narcissism on employee depression (Figure 2a) warrants brief discussion. Although we interpreted this as likely to be a spurious effect (e.g., O'Boyle et al., 2012) , others have interpreted similar results as indicative of a genuine positive effect of narcissism on follower outcomes (e.g., Volmer et al., 2016) . The second interpretation suggests that once the antagonistic element (i.e., the common variance shared with psychopathy) is removed, high extraversion, which can be beneficial for followers, remains. However, given the positive effect is evident only once the destructive effects of bullying are taken into Note. Standardized ␤ reported. All betas significant at p Ͻ .001. R 2 is provided in brackets. 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for indirect effects provided in square brackets. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
account; it is likely that considered in the round, narcissistic leaders are detrimental to employees' mental health (O'Boyle et al., 2012) . However, this finding requires further research scrutiny, taking into account the different subfactors of narcissism.
Limitations
In this study, employees rated leader personality, which bypassed salient concerns regarding self-report bias (O'Boyle et al., 2012; Smith & Lilienfeld, 2013; Spain et al., 2014) . However, although other-ratings provide more predictive descriptions of personality they are not synonymous with self-ratings (Hughes & Batey, 2017) and may lack some nuance due to the indirect nature of the ratings. In addition, this design meant that although ratings concerned different targets (self, leader, frequency of workplace bullying) employees provided all data within this study, and thus, some parameter estimates might be inflated due to common method bias (Brannick, Chan, Conway, Lance, & Spector, 2010) .
Additionally, although we hypothesized and tested mediation effects (i.e., causal relationships), we did so using data collected at a single point in time, which precludes firm conclusions regarding the nature of causality. Indeed, it is possible that depressed employees overinterpreted daily work-based interactions as instances of bullying, and exaggerated psychopathic and narcissistic tendencies in their managers. However, the models explored are in line with previous longitudinal evidence (e.g., Volmer et al., 2016) and did not support alternate/reverse causation models.
Despite these limitations and what they might mean for the magnitude of effects observed, what is clear is that there is a link between leader dark traits and workplace bullying. Future research should build upon this finding utilizing data that is multisource (i.e., multiple independent ratings of leader personality that are independent of ratings of depression and bullying), objective (i.e., harassment reports, formal complaints, employee sick days etc.) and collected longitudinally wherever possible.
Summary
In summary, using other-ratings and psychometrically robust personality measures, this study provides clear evidence that workplace bullying is more prevalent when leaders are high in psychopathy and/or narcissism. Further, our mediation model suggests that workplace bullying is one mechanism through which leader psychopathy and narcissism influences employee depression. In addition, our results suggest that it is the overlap between psychopathy and narcissism, which primarily accounts for the observed effects.
